For m ore than a century the em phasis has been on the grow th and not on the m aking o f the G ospel of M ark.
T his essay focuses o n the la tte r. Firstly, a tte n tio n is paid to the current views on the origins of the m aterial taken the production of the w ritten G ospel seriously. C ertain d a ta beliefs and as sum ptions concerning the G ospel have becom e so dom inant th at very little progress has been m ade in the history of interpretation of the G ospel (see e g Peabody 1987: 3fO.
In this essay I will discuss the im portance of the unsolved p roblem o f the p ro duction o f the G ospel of M ark. To achieve my goal, I will first pay attention to cur rent views on the origin of the m aterial. TTie idea is to illustrate the im plications of the traditional focus on the origins of the Gospel. In the next p art of the essay I will turn to the production o f the G ospel from the perspective o f intertextuality. In this section I will focus on the im plications o f a totally different percep tio n of the p h e nom ena of text and textual relationships.
M A R K A N D ITS PR E D E C E S S O R S
It is no longer possible to determ in e with any certainty w ho M ark, as we norm ally call the au th o r o f the G ospel of M ark, really was. N eith er is it absolutely certain how he w ent about writing his G ospel and w here he got his m aterial from. A period of three or four decades must have passed after the death of Jesus before M ark d e cided to write his story. W hat happened during that period lies in the dark.
It is norm ally argued that the followers of Jesus transm itted his w ords and deeds by telling and retellin g things he did and said. In view of the folkloric n atu re of m any of the stories o f and about Jesus, the aphoristic character of many of his say ings, the many parab les he ap parently told his followers, and the role of oral com m unication in that period, it is probable that M ark was inform ed about the story of Jesus by way of tradition. It is also p robable th at his au dience w ould have known th ese trad itio n s and others, such as the in stitution of the L o rd 's Supper, and con troversy stories. It is therefore possible to argue that M ark based his w ritten story of Jesu s on tra d itio n a l m a te rial w hich he received and d ecid e d to pu t into w ritten form . T his is also the way in which the origin o f the m aterial was explained in the early church. T he earliest w itness to the authorship o f M ark is the quotation from
Papias of H ierapolis (c 140 C E ) in the history of Eusebius {Hist Eccl III 39:15), ac cording to which the G ospel was based on memory of the things P eter had told M ark (see also Breytenbach 1992) .
W hat o th e r sources did M ark use? O ne o f the in terestin g things ab o u t early C hristian literatu re is th a t although th ere was only one Jesus, we have many G os pels. T he G ospels o f M atthew , M ark and Luke -the so-called Synoptic G ospelsare closely related and have much m aterial in com m on. Som e form of dependence is th erefo re presum ed (see Sanders & Davies 1989) . T he d om inant assum ption is 386 HTS 49/3 (1993) ÍVSyofsler that M atthew and Luke m ade use o f M ark in com pihng their G ospels, and th at they also had a hypothetical collection o f sayings o f Jesu s norm ally called Q (th a t is, 'Q u e lle ' = 'so u rc e '), at th e ir d isposal w hen they w ro te th e ir G o sp els. O n the grounds of this hypothesis it is m uch easier to explain the origin of the G ospels of M atthew and Luke than it is to explain th at of M ark. The question th erefo re arises w hether M ark also had other, perhaps w ritten, sources in addition to the 'traditional m aterial' referred to above when he w rote his G ospel. H ow ever it may be, there seem s to be little evidence th a t M ark invented the m a te rial in his G ospel. In circles w here M ark was regarded as a com poser, he received m ore credit for what he had achieved, and attention was given to the G ospel message as a whole. It was, however, only in the late 1970's that scholars started paying serious atten tio n to M ark's G o sp el'as a narrative, and to M ark as an au th o r or a u th o r/n a rra to r and to the G ospel as an autonom ous text.
T he renew ed in terest in M ark as au th o r and his G ospel as a n arrative opened new possibilities in the in terp retatio n of different aspects of the G ospel. It was dis covered that the story had been told from a certain narrative point of view, why tim e and space play an im portant role in the G ospel, and th at characters, including Jesus, w ere presented in conjunction with the story line -in short, th a t n arrative analysis A fu rth er problem with the traditional approach to the G ospel o f M ark is that the final text is not sufficiently distinguished from its history of grow th. This is due
to the text concept which underlies the approach. As we have seen it is not the text as such that is studied, namely a new edition of a text, but a text which should be d i vided into segm ents of redaction and tradition.
ISSN 0259 9422 -HTS 49/3 (1993) In the next section an attem p t will be m ade to take the fact seriously th a t M ark probably did not invent the m aterial, but th at he nevertheless m ade up his own story of Jesus for his own purposes and in his own circumstances. This will be done from the perspective of the production of the text and not from its growth.
T H E P R O D U C T IO N O F M A RK: M A R K A N D P R E C U R S O R T EX T S
I have already m entioned th at th ere is no certainty ab o u t the identity o f the author of the G ospel or about his audience. It is probable th at he was a bilingual Jew, and it is possible th at he w rote his G ospel for an audience in eith er G alilee or in R om e (see V o rster 1990 & 1991) . W e do n o t know w hat th e p lace w here he w rote his G ospel looked like, w heth er it was a study in a private house, o r som e o th er room w here he had differen t m anuscripts a t his disposal. W e assum e th a t m uch o f his m aterial was known to him through the trad itio n in which he stood. It is also pos sible, as I have already said, th at he had som e m anuscripts o f O ld T esta m e n t w ri tings available.
T he m ain thing, however, is th at we have a text, w ritten in G reek with different allusions to and quotations from precursor texts. This last observation underscores the fact that M ark as a re a d e r/h e a re r of texts reacted to different intertextual codes, and thus created a new text which refers to different texts and codes intertextually.
T hese include parables, m iracle stories, controversy stories, bibliographies, stories of cult heros, speeches ab ou t the future, stories o f suffering and resu rrectio n stories.
In addition M ark apparently knew them es, words, phrases and stories from the O ld T estam en t. H e m ust have had acq u ain tan ce with the E lisha cycle and with oth er perform ers of miracles. H e m ust also have known the econom ic, political and other cultural codes of his time. However, we still do not know exactly how he w ent about creating his story of Jesus -that is, how he m ade his G ospel.
Two re c e n t a tte m p ts at explaining th e m aking of th e G o sp e l a re , how ever, w orth m entioning. Mack (1988:322-323) 
